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Editorial 


Dear Readers: 


All of us have had the experience of being around (or perhaps actually being 
ourselves) a finicky eater. The finicky eater will seldom if ever try anything 
new, and what is worse when occasionally they do sample a new food or dish, 
they move abruptly and without reflection to an evaluation of whether they like 
it or not. Generally if the new taste represents any significant departure from 
their usual fare they reject it. The subject of this editorial is not finicky eaters 
exactly, but it does include them. The subject is the more general habit of 
making quick-draw evaluations and the corresponding tendency to think 
about things whether persons, music, paintings, books, ideas, preachers or 
whatever primarily in terms of whether one personally likes or dislikes them. 
Conversations with an individual caught up in this annoying habit (besetting 
sin) are constantly punctuated with comments of personal evaluation. The 
whole of their contribution seems to center around whether the thing is liked 
or not. If it is not liked; that’s it. No more discussion. 

What does this practice, of which we all to greater or lesser degree are 
guilty, have to do with biblical creation? Consider the marvelous diversity of 
God's creation. He counts the number of the stars which He created and gives 
names to all of them (Psalm 147:4). He created the earth with a lush diversity 
of vegetation, teeming swarms of sea creatures, insects, birds and animals. 
And what did He say about His creation? He declared it to be good (Gen. 1:25). 

Then He created Adam in His image and gave to him the privilege of naming 
the animals. Adam named the animals and presumably did it well for all was 
declared to be very good (Gen. 1:31). Surely Adam must have liked all the 
animals. Every green plant was given for food, and every green plant must 
have been very good, because God declared it to be so (Gen. 1:31). 

There are heavenly and earthly bodies, the Scripture teaches; and each has 
a glory appropriate to itself (1 Cor. 15:40). “There is one glory of the sun, and 
another glory of the moon, and another glory of the stars; for star differs from 
star in glory’ (1 Cor. 15:41). Where in all this does one find a biblical creation 
mandate for finicky, quick-draw evaluations about stars, foods, art, music, 
people, or whatever? Within the framework of what was lawful for Him to eat 
as a Jew, can anyone imagine Jesus to have been a finicky eater? Are we 
called to make snap judgments and out-of-hand rejections of everything and 
everyone that seems new, strange, foreign and different to us? God forbid it! 

Finicky eating and related evils are rooted in the sin of Adam and Eve. In 
disobedience to God they chose to eat of the forbidden tree of the knowledge of 
good and evil (Gen. 2:17), and we have been thinking in those terms ever 
since. But we are not called so to think in Christ. We are not called to walk with 
the finicky yea and nay mind of Adam but the glorious and joyful yea mind of 
Christ(2 Cor. 1:17-20; Phil. 2:5). Let us love one another (1 John 2:10). Letus 
look for the image of Christ in one another (1 Cor. 13:7). Let us joyfully look for 
the blessings of God in the glorious diversity of His creation all around us 
(Rom. 8:28). 

Paul D. Ackerman 


CSSH Quarterly 
Vol. Vi, No, 1 (Fall 1983) 


LETTERS TO THE EDITOR 


Dear Editor: 


Each copy of the Quarterly continues to be a valuable resource as to areas | 
am personally studying and as a reference for the future. My prayer is that this 
valuable tool will be used in the education of teachers and students. 

Herein Albuquerque, several of us have been praying about starting a local 
organization relating to matters of creation. Several organizations such as 
CRS and Bible-Science Association have sent us lists of members in New 
Mexico. Could you send me a list of those people in New Mexico who are 
receiving the Quarterly? 

Yours in creation, 
Eugene T. Dorneman 
3517 Parsifal St. N.E. 

Albuquerque, NM 87111 


EDITOR'S NOTE: We encourage our members everywhere to pass on to Mr. 
Dorneman the names of any friends or relatives in New Mexico possibly 
interested in forming a.creationist group there. 


Dear Editor: 


We were glad to get the latest CSSH Quarterly today, and especially enjoyed 
the article “Beyond Darwinism ...” by Mrs. Myers. | had two Christian 
students this very day come to see me on related matters — howto deal with a 
tabidly anti-creationist history professor who continually goes out of his way 
to ridicule creationists as ignoramuses not fit to talk with. At the same time he 
thapsodizes over evolution as a “sacred cow” not to be questioned. There are 
still lots of these kinds of people, and in places of influence, despite the fact 
that Darwinism is crumbling. 


Robert L. Whitelaw 

Professor, Mechanical Engineering 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and 
State University 

Blacksburg, Virginia 24061 
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Dear Editor: 


I continue to enjoy the fine articles you have been publishing in the CSSH 
Quarterly; and | want to encourage you in these endeavors. | have promoted 
your work among my own students; and at various meetings | usually have 
had your publications on display along with CRSQ and a few others. Also we 
have your address listed in our new edition of A Case for Creation. 


Cordially yours in Christ's service, 
Wayne Frair, Ph.D. 

Chairman and Professor of Biology 
The King’s College 

Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510 


Dear Editor: 


As always, the latest issue of the CSSHS Quarterly is excellent. You are 
performing an outstanding service. 
| would like to take advantage of your offer of the McMaster book for $7.50. 


Yours in Christ, 

Henry M. Morris, President 
Institute for Creation Research 
2100 Greenfield Drive 

P.O. Box 2666 

El Cajon, CA 92021 


EDITOR'S NOTE: We have received a number of requests for McMaster’s new 
book, Wealth For All. /t is still available at the special half-price offer for those 
who would like it. 


Dear Editor: 


Let me take this opportunity to say how happy | am about your Quarterly, 
which | find of great interest and help. Keep on this wonderful and important 
ministry. 


| remain yours in Christ, 
Rev. Ruben Gomez 
Apartado de Correos, 131 
Jativa (Valencia), Spain 


ANNOUNCEMENTS 


Notice to CSSHS Members and to Subscribers 
of the CSSH Quarterly 


Memberships and subscriptions expire in September, 1983. 

Unless your membership or subscription is renewed by October 31, 1983, 
the Fall 1983 issue of the CSSH Quarterly (Vol. VI, No. 1 issue) will be the last 
issue you receive. 

Please send in your membership renewal ($12 for U.S. residents; $13 U.S. if 
you reside outside the USA) or subscription renewal ($14 for U.S. residents; 
$15 U.S. for subscribers residing outside the USA) as soon as possible before 
October 31, 1983. Members and subscribers residing outside the USA, please 
add $5.00 if you wish to have us send the Quarterly by air mail. Thank you. 


Microfiche of Vol. V 
of the CSSH Quarterly Now Available 


A microfiche of Vol. V of the CSSH Quarterly is available at $5.00. Please 
enclose payment with your order. Address to CSSHS Circulation Manager, 
1429 N. Holyoke, Wichita, Kansas 67208. 


Sample Copies of CSSH Quarterly 


We will send single sample copies of the CSSH Quarterly and of the Index of 
articles published in Vol. IIland IV to your friends or acquaintances, public and 
college libraries or anyone you wish to interest in our work if you will send us 
their addresses. There is no charge for this service (free-will contribution 
welcome as the Lord leads, but do not feel under obligation in any way.) 
Request through CSSHS Circulation Manager, 1429 N. Holyoke, Wichita, KS 
67208 


CSSH Scholarship Money Available to 
Creationist Students in the Social Sciences 
and Humanities 


We joyfully announce the graduation from college of our first student 
scholarship recipient, Mrs. Diane Powell of Wichita, who returned to full-time 
study and completed her B.A. with a major in psychology at Wichita State 
University in May 1983. She will continue to attend WSU to complete her 
Master's degree in psychology and has been awarded a graduate teaching 
assistantship. We praise our Lord for making all this possible! 

Write us for details on scholarship money available to creationist students in 
the social sciences and humanities. 


In Defense of Biblical Inerrancy: 
Higher Criticism 
of Higher Criticism 
Paul D. Ackerman 


Assume that there is a God behind history. Further assume that this God 
were to inspire a group of select persons to write an account of a portion of 
history along with pertinent spiritual information. Finally, for the sake of 
argument, assume this written record, though reflecting the individual styles 
and personalities of the various human authors, to be absolutely and perfectly 
without historical error. What would such an account be like? This is the 
central question in any serious consideration of the claim that the Bible is such 
a book. 


WHAT WOULD A BOOK FROM GOD LOOK LIKE? 

For one thing such a book ought to be quite obviously remarkable and 
unique. Its perspective ought to demonstrably transcend the narrow perspec- 
tive of the times in which it was written. It ought to be painfully candid at times 
about weaknesses of the people it describes speaking of matters that would 
obviously not be the usual self-serving national propaganda produced by 
cultures in their merely human historical accounts. The document ought to 
have a certain timeless quality in the way it describes human nature and the 
human condition. It ought to contain astonishing insights and surprising 
statements attributed to God that would strike one as just not the sort of thing 
a merely human author would say or think of. In short, the book should at the 
least be easily shown to have a remarkable historical fidelity, a clearly trans- 
cendent quality, amazing candor about certain aspects of history, and a 
recognizable uniqueness among human writings. 

The description | have given of some probable characteristics of a hypotheti- 
cal Divinely inspired text fits, according to the testimony of countless scholarly 
witnesses through the ages, the Holy Bible. The Bible lays claim to Divine 
inspiration within its own pages (II Tim. 3:16; Il Pet. 1:20-21), and it has been 
regarded as inerrant by the church over the centuries. Its general historical 
accuracy, which was held in great doubt by many scholars only a hundred 
years ago after centuries of almost unquestioned acceptance, has by now 
been well established by intensive archaeological investigations. Even its 
most ardent critics must now acknowledge the Bible's overall credibility as a 
genuine historical document. Nevertheless the majority of modern Bible schol- 
ars, even if they accept it in a spiritual sense as “God's Word,” reject the 
contention that the Bible is inerrant. 


HIGHER CRITICISM 
In keeping with this skeptical view, secular and liberal Bible scholars have 
developed a highly inferential, analytic approach to the biblical text that is 
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called “higher criticism.’’ Among the fruits of this line of inquiry is a long list 
of textual difficulties and alleged discrepancies along with suggestions as to 
the motives, lack of information, education etc. which led the writer to err. 
Often the above analysis is followed by plausible hypotheses as to what really 
occurred historically. Many a Christian believer has been troubled by such 
analyses, and not a few have abandoned their faith commitment to the 
inerrancy of Scripture as a result thereof. 

The point that must be emphasized is that while this intensive analytical 
approach to textual difficulties may have a certain interest for imaginative and 
creative speculation by someone who starts with the premise that the Bible 
contains errors, it has absolutely no pertinence or validity with regard to 
providing a real empirical test of inerrancy. The reason for this is quite simple. 
Let me explain. 

We started off postulating a hypothetical Divinely inspired inerrant text. 
Some reasonable inferences were made about likely features of such a book if 
it existed, and it was pointed out that the Bible in a general way fits the 
qualifications. The Bible is a real book that we would like to test to see if it 
matches our hypothetical truly inspired book. A scientific approach in a gen- 
eral way would attempt to determine whether there is any difference between 
the Bible and our expectations for a truly Divinely inspired book. Regarding the 
specific issue of apparent textual difficulties, a scientific analysis would test to 
see whether there are more apparent difficulties in the Bible than there would 
be in an inspired text (or the scientist's expectations for such a text.) 


HIGHER CRITICISM AS SCIENCE 

In no way whatsoever do higher critics approach the inerrancy issue in this 
scientific manner. Even if they wished to there would be grave difficulties and 
uncertainties. For one thing, no precise and testable information exists about 
expected rates of occurrence for textual difficulties nor even about the actual 
rates of occurence for difficulties in the Bible itself. What the higher critic 
searches for and provides is an enumeration of biblical textual difficulties. 
Though impressive to the unwary, this kind of information is extremely mis- 
leading. These textual difficulties, or (improbabilities we might better call 
them) have simply been culled out from the text and set down in a long list. In 
this format they seem to present an unsurmountable challenge to inerrancy, 
but do they really? How does one know that a genuinely inspired, inerrant and 
infallible Word of God would not yield an equally lengthy list of impressive 
difficulties/improbabilities if subjected to the same kind of analytic scrutiny as 
the Bible has been over the years. The fact is that we don’t know and cannot 
know for certain that it wouldn't. However, there is good reason to suppose 
that any truthful and accurate account of historical events, including a Divinely 
inspired account, would yield a list of difficulties just as the Bible does. In fact, 
as we shall presently see, the occurrence of a list of difficulties/improbabilities 
may be a vital clue toa document's historical re/iability rather than evidence of 
its fallibility. \f the Bible presented no difficulties/improbabilities, that fact 
alone would make it suspect. 


HIGHER CRITICISM AS HISTORY 
Not only is the approach of the higher critics improper as scientific analysis, 
it is also inadequate as historical analysis. The problem is simply this. In any 
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historical analysis involving gaps of information one is unalterably wedded to 
one’s subjective view of the most probable, reasonable and logical course of 
events for all of the unknown aspects and parameters. Historical reality, 
however, is not so wedded, which is why it is often said that “truth is stranger 
than fiction.” On sheer probabilistic considerations we would expect one out 
of every one hundred events to be a one-in-a-hundred long shot; one out of 
every one thousand events to be a one-in-a-thousand long shot; and so forth. 
An historical analysis setting out to fill in missing details must do so on the 
basis of conjecture about likelihood, and therefore it will — in principle — be 
wrong at all those points where the unlikely was what in fact happened. Thus, 
historical analysis is going to be wrong at many points. When the filling in of 
historical unknowns begins to involve not single inferences of likelihood but 
long inferential chains of likelihood the situation becomes quite absurd. In a 
long chain of inferences leading to a conclusion — even if each link has a high 
degree of likelihood — the conclusion is almost certainly false. Good historians 
are humble and cautious people.' 

The same considerations apply when one attempts to judge an account or 
set of accounts laid down by the writers of the biblical text centuries ago. If they 
are writing true history accurately, then the vast majority of accounts will 
seem quite plausible. But a small percentage of accounts and relationships 
between accounts will upon reflection or analysis seem quite unlikely. This in 
fact describes that state of affairs with the biblical record quite well. Of course, 
if one could ever show that even one account in the Bible was absolutely 
impossible, then the Bible’s claim to inerrancy would be shattered. But evena 
casual reading of some of the literature on both sides of the inerrancy issue 
makes it clear that as regards the Bible that is just not going to happen. The 
miracles are, of course, accepted as such by the faithful. The various problem 
texts have long since been identified and pored over by scholars on both sides 
of the issue. It is clear that no difficulty is to be found in the Bible for which 
some creative apologist cannot provide a possible — however implausible — 
resolution.2 The Bible's claim to inerrancy will not fall to a single critical test. 
Even if such an impossibility were found and agreed upon, the question of 
whether the text was really part of the original autographs, whether it had 
been accurately transmitted, whether our modern understanding of idiomatic 
usage of the language by the ancients was correctly understood, etc. would 
still remain. The only other course of refutation of biblical Divine inspiration 
and inerrancy open to modern critics is to argue that the weight of the 
combined difficulties and improbabilities is such as to indicate to any reason- 
able person that errors exist in the Bible. But the reasonable person must ask 
at this point what is the frame of reference for judging the weight of these 
combined difficulties. Combing through the Bible to cull out the one-in-a- 
thousand or one-in-a-million features so that they may be examined or pre- 
sented anecdotally and out of context is totally improper and misleading. The 
only meaningful scientific approach would be to draw a random sample of 
biblical accounts and then ask what percentage of these accounts strike one 
as implausible or suspect. Then one would have to assess in some way 
whether this percentage is out of line in terms of reasonable expectations for 
an inerrant Bible. 


CONCLUSION 

The problem of higher criticism in trying to present a long-term viable threat 
to the historical biblical faith is that it will inevitably fall victim to itself. Higher 
Criticism is not a genuine method of scientific analysis but basically an anecdo- 
tal method of attacking the credibility of the Bible by persons already rejecting 
the contention that it is God's inerrant Word. The fact is that higher criticism 
must ultimately fail because it cannot itself withstand the scrutiny of higher 
criticism. By this it is meant that when the procedure and method of higher 
criticism is itself subjected to critical, analytic scrutiny its true nature becomes 
apparent. Higher criticism is not a method of inquiry regarding biblical iner- 
rancy but rather a method of speculative historical reconstruction based on 
the ironclad premise that the Bible contains errors. 

When the dust has settled and the new has worn-off this age of arrogant 
inference-by-analysis and its concomitant academic fad of “higher criticism,” 
the children of God will be wiser, their faith will be stronger, and the Word of 
God will remain. 


NOTES 

1 With regard to problems of historical reconstruction, a similar and illustra- 
tive difficulty is encountered by people trying to construct lists of random 
numbers. It turns out that they don’t do a good job of it at all, and the 
difference between a human generated list and a true randomly generated 
list become obvious once one knows what to look for. In a truly random 
series there will be occasional occurrences of “meaningful” strings of 
numbers such as “1,2,3,4; 4,4,4,4; etc. When human subjects try to 
simulate these random lists they censor out all such apparently meaningful 
Strings so that it always “looks random.” 

2 While | was in college many years ago, a very strange once-in-a-lifetime 
coincidence occurred. | had a role in a college play which was being staged 
in a local church sanctuary. (The play was T.S. Eliot's Murder in the 
Cathedral). One afternoon we were to have rehearsal, and! left the frater- 
nity where | lived and drove to the church. | arrived several minutes before 
the scheduled rehearsal time and found that | was the first one there. 
Although the church was empty, the door was unlocked so | went in. | had 
only been there alone for a few minutes when the phone rang. Thinking 
that it might be the play director or possibly related to the business of the 
play production, | answered the phone. It was for me! 

A fellow student in a geology class | was taking was on the phone, and 
began to explain that he had missed the last class due to illness and was 
calling me for some information about the notes from that day. As we 
talked | began to wonder how he knew to call me at the church. | had told no 
one where | was going. When | asked my fellow student how he knew 
where | was he did not know what was talking about. He had simply looked 
my name up in the campus phone directory and called my listed number. 
He had misdialed it and got me at the church by sheer coincidence. | later 
discovered that my phone number and the church phone number were the 
same except for one digit. If a group of biographers were to write about my 
life including some of the events of that day, yet not telling the whole story 
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of that quite irrelevant but amazing coincidence, it is easy to imagine what 
might happen if a later historian were able by comparing different accounts 
to piece together some of the details surrounding the coincidence. It would 
appear for all the world that one or more of the earlier biographers had been 
quite in error. The arguments of the “higher critics” would be highly 
plausible but entirely wrong. 


EDITOR’S STUDY QUESTION: Consider footnote 1 carefully and in the context 
of what is said in the article about the difficulties of historical reconstruction. 
Can you explain the similarity between the procedure of testing for random- 
ness or meaninglessness in a series of numbers by looking for instances of 
apparently improbable and meaningful number sequences, and the procedure 
of testing for biblical inerrancy by looking for instances of historical improbabil- 
ities or apparent difficulties? 





“Cain and Abel”’ 
(anonymous drawing) 


Does Man Have 
“Natural Rights?” 


Ellen Myers 


We hear everywhere today about the “rights” of this or that group. There are 
“civil rights,” “women’s rights” and “gay rights’ to name the ones which have 
captured greatest news media clamor. On the other hand, there is the “right to 
life’ movement seeking to protect the right to life of the pre-born and those 
whose “quality of life’ is doubted by certain philosophers and social 
reformers. Some champion the supposed right of each and every human 
being to an equal share in all goods and services produced, in the socialist or 
communist manner. 

The question of this paper is whether there is in actual fact such a thing asa 
“natural right’ possessed by man in general, or any man in particular. Evenan 
extensive reading of Bible-believing Christian writings of our time yields little 
consideration of this question. Most assume the factual existence of man’s 
“rights,” and that there is good and sufficient biblical warrant for this assump- 
tion. Let us examine the matter from the biblical creation perspective. 

The listings of “right” as someone's possession in the Bible are not exten- 
sive. In the creation record of Genesis (chapters 1 and 2) the noun “right” does 
not occur at all. However, man’s right to eat of all earth’s vegetation (Genesis 
1:29, only later enlarged to include animal flesh, Genesis 9:3), and of every 
tree in the garden of Eden except of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil 
(Genesis 2:16-17) is clearly given him by his Creator. Note that these rights are 
wholly due to God's gift, and bestowed together with a mandate for obedient 
exercise of responsible dominion under God. Such responsible dominion or 
stewardship involves the persevering, faithful discharge of God's creation 
commands: “Be fruitful and multiply and replenish the earth, and subdue it” 
(Genesis 1:28), and the command to Adam to dress and to keep the garden of 
Eden as well as to abstain from the forbidden tree (Genesis 2:15, 17). 


MAN HAS NO ABSOLUTE RIGHTS 

According to the biblical creation record, man thus does not possess an 
absolute “right” of any kind. He does not have a “right to life” in the absolute 
sense. God's warning about sure death as the consequence of eating from the 
tree of knowledge of good and evil denies any such claim. Man's “right” to life 
itself is totally dependent upon God's good will towards man and upon man’s 
responsive good will towards his Creator and Lord shown by strict and faithful 
obedience to Him. 

Does man have an absolute “right to liberty?” According to the biblical 
creation record man was not “free” to eat of the tree forbidden him by the 
Creator, nor was he free to remain in Eden after disobeying Him. 

Does man have a “right to happiness” or the “pursuit of happiness?” 
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Happiness is not even mentioned in the biblical creation record. However, itis 
certainly part and parcel of man’s originally intended existence by virtue of his 
creation in the image and likeness of God Himself, for we know that God 
Himself was happy with His original creation from His own assessment of it as 
“good” and “very good” (Genesis 1:10, 12, 18, 21, 25, 31). 

Does man have a “right” to own property? It is not stated or implied in the 
initial creation record that man “owns” anything. He is given dominion or 
stewardship over God's creation and therefore God’s property, a legal and 
ethical situation fundamentally different from outright or absolute title or 
possession. 

Does man have a “right” to a wife or companion-helpmeet? God made Eve 
for Adam out of His own free and generous will, and not pursuant to Adam’s 
assertion of a “rightful” claim. Thus man has no “right” to human companion- 
ship although God. Himself first stated the fact that “it is not good for man tobe 
alone” (Genesis 2:18). We must remember that we are never alone abso- 
lutely, for we are always and everywhere in the presence of God(Psalm 139). 
The existence of fellow men and women surrounding all men since God's 
creation of Eve testifies to God's freely given love for us in principle, and of 
course also to the eternal bliss of fellowship and reciprocal love between the 
three Persons of the Trinity which man’s social existence is meant to portray 
as part of man’s likeness to God. In no way does the record buttress any 
supposed absolute human “right” to human companionship. 

Why, then, have these and other “rights” of man been considered rooted in 
biblical precepts? Can it be that we need to rethink our habitual acceptance of 
supposed “‘natural rights” of man in the light of the biblical creation perspec- 
tive? The answer, | believe, is yes. 


WHAT BASIS FOR LIVING PEACEFULLY TOGETHER? 

First of all the supposed “rights” of man, rather than being absolute, must 
be rooted and grounded in God Himself and His character expressed in His 
law. Any view of human “rights” omitting the biblical Creator and Lord, 
including the doctrine of “natural rights” or the “Law of nature” is totally 
defective. Secondly, the “rights” of man, rather than being absolute, are 
simply the other side of God's laws. God's law — not a declaration of man’s 
“rights” — is the foundation of man’s peaceful coexistence with his fellow 
men. To the extent this fact is denied, man’s peaceful fellowship with his 
fellow men is endangered or abolished. 

To clarify this point, the beautiful argument by Dr. Richard Lamerton against 
euthanasia (“mercy killing”) is worth citing in some detail: 

The secret which makes Magna Carta and Moses’ Pentateuch great 
codes of law allowing considerable freedom to the men governed under 
them is their clear and precise statement of the duties of a citizen. | have 
rights because other men observe their duties, not the other way about. | 
have the right to walk the streets of England without let or hindrance 
only so long as no-one attacks or robs me. If they do, of what value tome 
is my right? | have the right to secure a home until someone pillages it. If 
a burglar or an official of customs or excise breaks in, where has my 
tight gone? Rights follow from the observation of duties by the commun- 
ity. Therefore good law tells a man his duties. Weak law speaks of his 
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rights, and is almost unenforceable . . . whereas it is easy to prove that 
someone has failed in a specific duty. 

Itis man’s nature to live in communities, to trade, to work, to learn and 
teach. If a community is to enable the individual to grow, then he must 
be free. If there is to be freedom in any society, then basic duties must be 
fulfilled by all. It is evident, therefore, that the duties spring from the 
Nature of Man. 

. .. Nature requires of us that we provide our best care, our greatest 
concern, our strongest protection, for the infant and for the senile and 
dying, because they cannot help themselves. 

To fail to provide for the needs of the dying is to fail ina basic duty. . . If 
we evade all the difficult problems he presents, and just kill him, we 
have failed . . . Is this not self-evident?! 

There is only one thing wrong with the above chain of reasoning: it does not go 
far enough. We cannot stop short at basing human relations merely upon “the 
Nature of Man.” We must be explicit about the origin of the ‘nature of man” 
for arguments based upon it to retain their credibility. 


THE “NATURE OF MAN” DEFENSE MUST BE ABANDONED 

The battle over man’s “rights” derived from laws in society (and never the 
notion of absolute human rights which is false on biblical grounds) can no 
longer be fought on the ground of “the Nature of Man.” This bastion, still 
largely defended by C.S. Lewis, which he called the position of “a classical 
moralist after the style of Thomas Aquinas, Grotius, Hooker and Locke” and 
which he held “basic to all civilization,“ has become enemy ground. This is 
the fate of every position or precept ostensibly “neutral” about ultimate 
commitment to the God of the Bible. We must go all the way to explicit, total 
reliance upon the Creator God of the Bible and His creation of manin Hisown 
image and likeness to prevail against those who would wantonly abuse the 
worth and dignity of their fellow men. 

For the above reason all political and educational precepts based upon 
eighteenth-century Enlightenment philosophy cannot stand. This includes 
such hallowed traditional American premises as the Declaration of Independ- 
ence’s famous statements about “‘the laws of nature and of nature’s God" and 
the “self-evident” truths that “all men are created equal (and) are endowed by 
their Creator with certain unalienable rights (including) life, liberty and the 
pursuit of happiness.” It is a truism to point out that America’s founding 
fathers were brought up under the pervading influence of Deism underlying 
the Enlightenment and also of the scientific development of their age. Histori- 
cal research has shown that the Declaration of Independence is particularly 
marked by Enlightenment philosophy. Enlightenment thinkers sought to 
anchor the equal rights of all men over against the authority of monarchy and 
church in “the laws of nature;” “nature's God’ seems merely an afterthought 
added to preserve religious appearances. While many leaders of that genera- 
tion may have in all sincerity identified the “God of nature” with the God of 
the Bible, this identification is no longer to be taken for granted with the advent 
of modern evolutionism. 

The pernicious consequences of the ostensibly liberating but fundamentally 
unbiblical doctrine of the ‘“‘natural rights of man’ for education in America’s 
public schools has been described perceptively by Rousas John Rushdoony in 
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his outstanding work, The Messianic Character of American Education. He 
writes: 
. . as against the doctrine of man’s responsibility and accountability to 
God, of life as a stewardship, the non-biblical conception of natural 
rights is introduced into education (by Horace Mann, the father of 
America’s public school system). The pupil is therefore a person with 
rights rather than responsibilites. Instead of being accountable to God, 
parents, teachers, and society, the pupil can assert that God, parents, 
teachers and society are responsible to him. \n this conception, nurtured 
by normal school principles and germinating in the 19th century, lie the 
essentials of Dewey's educational philosophy and progressive 
education.* 
It is undeniable that we see the full fruition of this trend in our public schools 
today, where anarchy, lawlessness, intentional neglect of actual study and 
basic educational goals have become the rule rather than the exception, but 
where the supposed “rights” or “natural rights” of the most unruly students 
are given highest priority and a status of almost sacrosanct inviolability. 

The full fruition of the “natural rights of man” doctrine which sidesteps the 
God of the Bible and thus effectively denies Him can also be seen in modern 
politics on both sides of the Iron Curtain. Rushdoony continues: 

The doctrine of the natural rights of man involves a democratization of 
tights which destroys all other standards save the will of man, thus 
ultimately destroying man’s freedom in subservience to the common 
will. 

It is deplorable that would-be Christian people today cling to the “natural 
rights of man“ doctrine in defending biblically commendable goals such as the 
defense of private property, the abolition of racial discrimination, abortion and 
mercy killing. It will not do. Only whole-hearted commitment to the full and 
literal biblical creation perspective can prevail in the defense, not of man’s 
“natural rights” which are a mirage, but of man’s — each and every man’s 
—unique and absolute worth as the creature made in the image and likeness 
of the Personal, Sovereign Creator Himself. 
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Biblical Creation and Occultism 
Gary North 


The most important passages in the Bible concerning occultism are not 
those that refer to angels, demons, visions, magic, and witchcraft. The truly 
crucial passages are those that tell us about God and His stance toward the 
creation, for it is God who is central, not Satan and his host. The universe is 
theocentric. |f men would acknowledge this fact and conform their activities to 
it, there would be no necessity of dwelling on biblical passages dealing with 
occult phenomena. . . . 

Creation is the starting point, both philosophically and revelationally. The 
Bible opens with this announcement: “In the beginning God created the 
heaven and the earth’ (Genesis 1:1). By the fiat and absolutely authoritative 
command of God's word, all that exists was created out of nothing — creatio 
ex nihilo. Matter-energy was not co-extensive and co-eternal with God, as 
Aristotle taught (Physics, Vill) and as the pagan cosmologies of the ancient 
world taught. God did not bring the world into existence by struggling with 
some ultimate chaotic matter in order to produce order. God commanded the 
light, and there was light (Genesis 1:3). We cannot explain this fiat act, nor 
need we.. . .All we knowis what we are told by the One who was there at the 
time. 

Because God created the universe, there is a permanent, unbridgeable gap 
between the ultimate being of God and the derivative being of creatures. There 
is a Creator-creature distinction. Though men are made in the image of God 

(Genesis 1:27), they do not partake of God's being. 
The Creator-crea- They are like God, but they are not of the same 
ture distinction is substance as God. No other doctrine is more funda- 
vital. mental than this one. Significantly, in every form of 

occultism this principle is denied, sometimes implic- 
itly but usually explicitly. Satan's old temptation to man hinges on his denial 
and man’s denial of the Creator-creature distinction. “For thou, LORD, art high 
above all the earth: thou art exalted far above all gods” (Psalm 97:9). He is not 
some impersonal force, but a sovereign, utterly personal God: “For thus saith 
the high and lofty One that inhabiteth eternity, whose name is Holy: | dwell in 
the high and holy place, with him also that is of a contrite and humble spirit, to 
revive the spirit of the humble and to revive the heart of the contrite ones” 
(Isaiah 57:15). God is not an evolved man: ‘For my thoughts are not your 
thoughts, neither are your ways my ways, saith the LORD. For as the heavens 
are higher than the earth, so are my ways higher than your ways, and my 
thoughts than your thoughts” (Isaiah 55:8,9). Close to the man with the 
contrite heart, yet infinitely removed from the rebellious creature: here is the 
God of creation. 

Because God created the universe by the power of His word, He also 
sustains it. This is the doctrine of providence, the corollary of the doctrine of 
creation. All things come to pass within the overall plan of God (Isaiah 
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45:5-12), despite the fact that He is not responsible for sin. . . . The Christian 
system presents a God who is sovereign and man 

God is sovereign, who is responsible. All other existing systems . . . 

manis responsible. rest on the presupposition of a chance universe: 
chance out of chance returning into chance. . . . 

In direct contrast to the biblical view of man and God, the occult systems, 
from the magical sects of the East to the Gnostics of the early church period, 
and from them to today's preachers of cosmic evolution and irresistible karma, 
are marked by one salient theme: monism. There is no Creator-creature 

distinction. We are all gods in the making. Out of One 
Occult systems has proceeded the many, and back into One are the 
teach ‘‘monism.”’ many traveling. Eastern mystics, philosophical Hege- 

lians, and followers of the overrated Teilhard de 

Chardin all agree on the reality of ultimate monism. It 
is such a convenient doctrine, for it denies any eternal separation of God and 
His creation, and therefore it denies any eternal separation of saved and lost. It 
denies any ultimate distinction between good and evil, past and present, 
structure and change. ... 

The other non-Christian philosophy is dualism, which holds that good and 
evil are in eternal tension, and that neither can triumph. It undergirded many 

of the medieval revolutionary sects that turned, in 
...and “dualism” some instances, to magic and occultism. It argues 

that God is not sovereign, for He did not actually 

create all things; the evil god created matter and is 
sovereign over it. Like monism, this philosophy leads to an attempt to escape 
the control of matter over the soul, either by radical asceticism or by a radical 
immersion in perversion (to deny its relevance). 

What monism and dualism have in common is the denial of the sovereignty 

of a personal God, for in neither system is there a 


. in opposition, Creator-creature distinction. Each leads to rampant 
to the Bible’s immorality, and each leads to a dismissal of earthly 
Creator-creature affairs and earthly responsibility. The result in each 
distinction. case is moral nihilism. 


— Gary North, None Dare Call It Witchcraft, 
pp. 26, 27, 28-29 


EDITOR'S NOTE: We believe that the foregoing excerpts from Chapter 2 of Gary 
North‘s important work None Dare Call It Witchcraft (Arlington House Pub- 
lishers, New Rochelle, NY 1976) are basic both for a proper approach to the 
occult/cosmic evolutionist movements of our time, and for the proper under- 
standing of biblical creation as the foundation of all other Christian doctrine 
and practice. 

Dr. North is president of the Institute for Christian Economics, P.O. Box 
8000, Tyler, TX 75711. He is the author of many other publications, including 
the important economics book The Dominion Covenant, reviewed in the 
CSSHQ (Vol. V, No. 1, Fall 1982). 
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The ““New Age Movement:” 
Paganism Revived 
A Book Review 
Ellen Myers 


Constance Cumbey, The Hidden Dangers of the Rainbow: The New Age 
Movement and Our Coming Age of Barbarism. Huntington House, P.O. Box 
78205, Shreveport, LA 71137, 1983. Pb., 268 pp. incl. appendices and 
selected bibliography, $5.95 ppd. from publisher. 


Constance E. Cumbey, a Detroit, Michigan, Christian attorney, convincingly 
shows that the “New Age Movement” or ‘‘cosmic consciousness’ movement 
is revived evolutionist-pantheist, gnostic, demon-directed paganism which 
seeks to shake off once and for all the yoke of the God of the Bible. The 
movement's tentacles reach into all areas of human action. It is behind the 
recently publicized appearance of advertising around the world proclaiming 
the coming of “Lord Maitreya” or ‘‘the Christ” to eradicate hunger, injustice, 
and war, and to bring about a world-wide redistribution of wealth anda ‘‘new 
world order.” “Maitreya” for Buddhists is the fifth reincarnation of Buddha. Its 
slogans include such buzz-words as “holistic; spaceship Earth; interdepend- 
ent or interdependence; transpersonal; consciousness-raising; crowded 
planet,” etc. 

New Age organizations include, but are not limited to, the following types: 
Religious cults, such as Summit Lighthouse headed by Elizabeth Clare 
Prophet; Children of God; Unity School of Christianity; Ashram of Bhagwan 
Shree Rajneesh; mind-control classes such as EST, TM, Arica, etc.; holistic 
health (not all practitioners, health food store, or nutritionists aspiring to 
“holistic health” are of New Age persuasion, but many are); certain “ecology” 
groups, such as the Sierra Club; political interest organizations such'as New 
World Alliance, World Federalists, SANE, Friends of the Earth, or Zero Popula- 
tion Group. When you hear of such concepts as the Aquarian Age or Aquarian 
conspiracy, the “Networking Movement,” New Thought Religion,” the “New 
Spirituality,” the “Human Potential Movement,” the “Third Wave” or “Third 
Force,” or (this is not emphasized in Cumbey) “cosmic consciousness,” or 
“responsibility to the cosmos” or “‘interrelatedness to all life/living things,” be 
assured these are part of the New Age movement, and against biblical Chris- 
tianity. Cumbey believes that “the New Age Movement. . . truly meets all the 
scriptural requirements for the antichrist and the political movement that will 
bring him on the world scene.” 

Cumbey's well-researched and amply documented report parallels this 
reviewer's own research." It deals with the New Age Movement's history, 
structure, front organizations, worldwide recruitment and propaganda, and in 
particular with its place in history within biblical eschatology. The Movement’s 
belief in a panthestic “god of forces” or “a force” is especially noteworthy in 
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view of the biblical prophecy about the antichrist’s worship of the “God of 
forces” (Daniel 11:38). 

The New Age Movement openly flaunts its “occult connection,” drawing 
upon the writings of occult evolutionist Helena Petrovna Blavatsky who in turn 
drew upon ancient evolutionist monist-pantheist mysticism, gnosticism, the 
Kabalah, and claimed to be guided by “Tibetan masters” or “spirit guides.” The 
Movement's deepest initiates expressly worship a “deity” called “Lucifer” for 
whom one of the its earliest think tanks was named — the Lucifer Trust in New 
York, now renamed Lucis Trust. In this sense — Satan revealing himself and 
his cohorts openly to all who have eyes to see, and indeed to all this fallen 
world whose god he is (II Corinthians 4:4) — the preparation for the ultimate 
conflict, and thus the ultimate defeat of Satan by the Coming Again of our Lord 
in glory, may be closer than we thought (Romans 13:!I ff). It is our Lord’s 
glorious providence to allow Satan and his servants to war against Him and 
His own, only to triumph much more gloriously in the end! This was andis His 
pattern with Moses and Pharaoh; the latter end of Job; and, yes, our Lord 
Jesus Christ, His only begotten Son, crucified by the power of darkness only to 
be raised from the dead to reign with the Father and the Holy Spirit for 
evermore; and with us who “endure to the end” (Matthew 24:13). “For the 
scripture saith unto Pharaoh, Even for this same purpose have! raised thee up, 
that | might show my power in thee, and that my name might be declared 
throughout all the earth” (Romans 9:17). 

Cumbey’‘s book is conveniently summarized in its Appendix G. This section 
ought to be published separately as a sort of handbook or guide to the New Age 
Movement for the widest possible distribution among Christians. The informa- 
tion condensed here is drawn from “New Age” writers, some of whose 
publications are also included as appendices. In Cumbey’s summary (Appen- 
dix G) the listing of similarities between the New Age Movement and the Nazis 
(correct, but somewhat overextensive and repetitive in the book’s main body) 
is properly kept in balance with the rest of the evidence. 

We who actively believe in and defend biblical creation are paid the 
supreme compliment of being singled out for special opposition by the enemy. 
Truly we stand in the front line of the battle today! Samuel Beckett, writing in 
the World Goodwill Newsletter (July, August, September 1982) published by 
the Lucis Trust, laments the rise of scientific creationism now being “aggres- 
sively promoted” (Cumbey, p. 236). A little later he deplores 

the tendency of fundamentalism to emphasize the awesome might and 
power of God transcendent “above and outside” His creation . . . This 
ancient misconceived split between God and humanity. . . has caused 
people to feel little, expendable and utterly vulnerable unless they rigidly 
follow certain rules or formulas which will “save” them from the wrath 
of their overpowering Creator. (p. 237) 

Certain writers considered ‘evangelical’ have made statements or written 
books in conformity with the “New Age” perspective. Examples given by 
Cumbey include Stanley Mooneyham of World Vision, and Ronald Sider, 
author of the notoriously socialistic Rich Christians in an Age of Hunger. The 
selected bibliography includes both New Age writings as well as helpful 
critiques by both orthodox Protestant and Catholic authors. There are listings 
of many New Age “front organizations” and their addresses, so interested 
readers can investigate for themselves. 
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Well written, researched and generally well presented (some repetition); 
extremely useful as a reference source, and bears reading several times for 
memorization; highly recommended. 


1 See CSSH Quarterly, Vol. IV, No. 3, No. 4, Vol, V, No. 1, 1982. 


Denis Saurat, Literature and Occult Tradition, translated from the French by 
Dorothy Bolton. Haskell House, New York, 1966. 


Professor Saurat(who taught French literature at King’s College, University 
of London, for many years) has presented an excellent overview of pantheistic- 
mystic, occult influences upon some major poets ranging from Edmund 
Spenser and John Milton in England to Walt Whitman in America, Johann 
Wolfgang von Goethe in Germany, and Victor Hugo in France. Toa student of 
European(and American) literature, and especially poetry, unfamiliar with the 
tenets of pantheist-mystic thought this scholarly work will provide valuable 
insight into the beliefs and sources of the poets discussed by Saurat, as well as 
means of assessing the presence of such beliefs in other poets. 

Probably the most concise summary of pantheist-mystic tenets expressed 
by poets holding to these views is given by Saurat as follows: 

Let us try to see the general features of the doctrine more or less heldin 
common by all these poets. . . . they are all pantheists, starting out 
generally from the same conception of an inaccessible god with no 
perceptible relations with the world, acknowledging a demiurge or 
secondary deity whose business it is to look after the world and who is 
himself the entirety of the world. (emphasis added) In almost all we find 
traces of the myth of the divine hermaphrodite . . . the division of God 
into innumerable features, which generally renders all creatures 
equally divine. . . the feeling of kinship with animals being particularly 
striking. Various theories of reincarnation. . . play animportant part. . . 
they tend to suppress individual immortality in another world . . . the 
reconstitution of divine unity by election, evolution or special creation of 
certain superior individuals conscious of some divine element within 
them is generally found. Finally . . . nearly all are in revolt against the 
orthodox conception of God or against the moral law, and have 
preached liberty, justified sensuality and claimed for the individual the 
right to follow his inclinations, because these inclinations are divine. 
(8-9) 
What had not been clear to this reviewer until carefully digesting Saurat’s 
summary and discussion is the role of a ‘secondary deity” or “‘demiurge” (a 
name going back to Gnosticism, infant Christianity’s most formidable enemy 
during the first three centuries A.D.). Since he is supposedly himself “the 
entirety of the world,” this being would eliminate any transcendent deity, such 
as the God of biblical Christianity, from all meaningful practical consideration. 
This “demiurge” or “secondary deity” thus exactly corresponds to Satan as 
seen from the biblical perspective. No wonder those who hold to such a 
pantheist “deity” reject the orthodox biblical conception of God as Creator, 
Lord, Sustainer and Savior of the world, the possibility of His self-revelation 
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and communication with us, and His word as the only normative principle for 
His creatures. 

It should be noted that our God, the Creator of all things whatsoever ex 
nihilo by His Word, isin no way diminished or fragmented by His sovereign act 
of fiat creation, as must be postulated by pantheist-mystic systems of their 
“god" to explain the appearance of “more-than-oneness” in the real world. 
We Christians have in our God Who has revealed Himself to us by His Holy 
Spirit inerrantly in the Bible and in His Son Jesus Christ the Triune Personal 
Godhead Who never changes. The pantheist-mystic, occult world view on the 
other hand postulates change or flux as “divine.” All other tenets of pantheist 
mysticism are simply corollaries of this fundamental conception of their “god” 
who is none other than Satan. 

We must ask how a poet stands on biblical fiat creation ex nihilo in order to 
find out whether he or she is an orthodox Christian. To a great extent Saurat 
has done this evaluative work for us with regard to a number of major poets. 
He does not hesitate to question the Christian orthodoxy of such major figures 
as Spenser and Milton as well as the notorious pantheist mystic William Blake 
(about whose apostasy from biblical Christianity there should be no doubt). 
The entire last section of Saurat’s work lays bare the association, or affinity, of 
Spenser's Faerie Queene with the Cabala, a major pantheist-mystic, occult 
body of doctrines. Saurat lays the groundwork for his chapter on Spenser inan 
extensive treatise on the Cabala. Here interested readers may find the gist of 
pantheist-mystic beliefs, couched in formulations so foreign to most modern 
minds that probably most contemporary followers of these teachings have 
received them from a more modern and popularized source. Saurat realizes 
this and therefore also presents the major pantheist-mystic tenets by way of a 
summary of the teachings of modern theosophy founded by Helena Petrovna 
Blavatsky. An excellent table of pantheist-mystic, occult beliefs as found in 
Blavatsky and also in similar beliefs in folklore, ancient Egypt, India, ancient 
Greece, neo-Platonism, the Zohar (part of the Caba/a), and the poets Spenser, 
Milton, Blake, Shelley, Wordsworth, Whitman, Goethe, Hugo, Lamartine and 
Vigny, as well as the writings of Richard Wagner and Friedrich Nietzsche, is 
given on page 70 of Saurat’s work. This table is worth consulting by anyone 
engaged in the study and teaching of the works of these poets. It also graphi- 
cally shows the link between the gnostic, pantheist-mystic world view of 
antiquity and modern, similar world views. 

One part of these views which perhaps needs to be singled out for special 
mention is belief in history as a series of cycles and in the world as a series of 
“cycles and returns” or, in Nietzsche's words of “eternal recurrence.” This 
notion is increasingly adapted and disseminated by people fascinated with the 
idea of an “oscillating universe’ for which they seek to adduce evidence from 
physics. Of course the endeavor must always remain tentative due to the 
impossibility of investigating origins scientifically “on the spot.” But pantheist- 
mystic faith is of an emotional, “‘poetic’ nature resisting the idea of hard-and- 
fast limits, preferring unbounded flights of fancy in its imaginary world of total, 
ever-continuing change and flux. 

This is a thought-provoking, scholarly yet easily readable book (perhaps 
excepting the excerpts from the Cabala/). We especially recommend it to 
readers engaged in the study of nineteenth-century European literature. 

— Reviewed by Ellen Myers 
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Corruption 
Carla Vale 


“But | fear, lest by any means, as the serpent beguiled Eve through his 
subtlety, so your minds should be corrupted from the simplicity that is in 
Christ.” 


— Il Corinthians 11:3 


You, worldly-wise 
Would-be philosopher kings 
Ever despise 

the simplicity of God’s Word 
in Christ. 


Did He create the world 

From nothing, in six days, 

Did He give man life and breath 
As He so plainly said? 

You discuss instead 

Time, chance and whirl, 

A complex maze 

Whose twists and bends 
Forever shift. 


Thus cast adrift 

From Yea and Nay 

You scoff at every signpost by the way, 

You tear apart each message you can read, 

You laugh at warnings which a child would heed, 
And thus your way inevitably ends 

In death. 


Carla Vale receives her mail c/o CSSHS, 1429 N. Holyoke, Wichita, KS 67208. 
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The Restoration of the 
Divine Image Through Christ 
From a Sermon on Mark 7:31-37 


Dr. C.F.W. Walther 
(1811-1887) 


“Let us make man in our image, after our likeness.’’ According to the first 
chapter of Genesis the Triune God, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, expressed in 
these words the counsel of His eternal love to call the human race into 
existence. Shortly thereafter we read, “So God created man in his own image, 
in the image of God created He him” (Genesis 1:27). 

Consequently, when man thus came from the hand of God, he bore the 
image of God in himself. Wherein this image must have consisted is not 
difficult to guess, for everyone knows that an image is a reproduction having 
some identity or at least visible similarity with the original. Therefore, when it 
is revealed to us that God created man in His own image, this simply means 
that originally man resembled God, yes, in a certain sense was like God. 
Whoever saw man saw God's attributes shine in him. Man’s whole essence 
was a faithful copy of God and a lovely, bright reflection of His glory. As the sun 
is mirrored in a calm sea, so the Creator was reflected in newly-made man. 

But alas! what happened? By the seduction of Satan, man fell into sin, and 
sin in turn robbed us of God's image, divested us of our original adornment, 
hurled us from the peak of the most blessed good fortune into darkness, death, 

and ruin, and made this world an arena of misery. We 
Through sin the no longer are as God created us. Our reason alone 
image of His glory finds it absurd to assume that the almighty, all-wise, 
now plunged into holy God should have created beings burdened with 
darkness, death sickness, distress, and death; with error, blindness, 
and the arena of and darkness; with sin and all impurity; with discord, 
misery. unrest, fear, anguish, and pangs of conscience. But 

such a being man now is. He is aware that he is 
destined for a different world, yet is subject to death, thousands of different 
kinds of illnesses, and countless evils. Judge for yourselves: Had God created 
man and the world as they are now, could we really agree with the Bible’s 
statement: “And God saw everything that He had made, and, behold, it was 
very good?” (Genesis 1:31). 

But blessed are wel We are not destined to remain in this misery. For that 
very reason God's Son became like us, that we should again become like God. 
Thus John writes, “For this purpose the Son of God was manifested, that he 
might destroy the works of the devil’ (I John 3:8). And Peter preaches, “Whom 
(Christ) the heavens must receive until the times of restitution of all things, 
which God hath spoken by the mouth of all his holy prophets since the world 
began” (Acts 3:21). 

Consequently we dare not think that God's Son became a man only to fulfill 
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the Law for us by His holy life. He did not suffer for our sins and die on the 

cross only to win for us the forgiveness of our sins, to 
Christ did not deliver us from the punishment we deserve, to re- 
come only to win concile us with God, and despite our sins unlock 
forgiveness for our heaven and salvation to us. This is how many see 
sins... Christ. They, therefore, seek nothing in Christ but 

comfort for their restless conscience. That they 
should actually again become holy is of no concern to them at all. However, 
they are caught in a great, most dangerous error. 

In our text Christ not only mercifully received the deaf and dumb man and 
assured him of His grace. He also treated him, actually healed him from all his 
infirmities, restored hearing and speech to him and made him a healthy man. 
Exactly thus Christ not only wants to forgive all men their sins, but also to free 
them from their sins. He not only came to comfort and soothe their hearts, but 
also to cleanse and sanctify them; not only to make them acceptable to God, 
but to make them like God. In short, He came to restore the entire lost image of 

God in them. True blessedness of necessity means 
. .. He came to re- that sin actually is abolished, wiped out, crushed and 
store the entire lost destroyed in us. 
image. The moment, therefore, a person accepts Christ's 
grace, sin also loses dominion in him. Hatred against 
sin is the first impulse of the divine image which Christ restores in man. The 
person regrets, deplores and abhors his sins daily, and humbles himself before 
God and men because of them. He also prays against continuing in sin, is on 
guard against temptation to sin, notices the gentlest stirrings of sin in his 
heart, arms and strengthens himself against sin from God's Word. Thus he 
unceasingly strives against sin, including his dearest pet sins. He tries to be rid 
of every sin with all his might. He who wants only forgiveness of sins from 
Christ, yet wants to cling to many sins, not wanting to be completely healed of 
sin by Christ, makes Christ a servant of sin. He does not believe in the true 
Christ at all. Not only is the abolition of sin in man part of the restoration of the 
divine image, but also man’s renewal and sanctifica- 
We must “put on tion. Once people are pardoned, the call of the Letter 
the new man.” to the Ephesians goes out to them, “Be renewed in 
the spirit of your mind, and put on the new man, 
which after God is created in righteousness and true holiness’ (Ephesians 
4:23, 24). And again we read in the Letter to the Colossians, ‘‘Put off the old 
man with his deeds, and put on the new man, which is renewed in knowledge 
after the image of Him that created him” (Colossians 3:9,10). 
Surely through His grace Christ heals His believers even here of their 
natural blindness, opens the eyes of their spirit, kin- 
Let our eyes be dles in them a heavenly light, and again works in 
opened and our them a true knowledge of God. Nevertheless here 
heartskindled to the they do not yet come to that complete, perfect knowl- 
heavenly vision... edge man once had when he originally bore God's 
image in himself. Everyone, even the most zealous 
Christian, must say with Paul, ‘Not as though | had already attained, either 
were already perfect; but | follow after, if that | may apprehend that for which 
also | am apprehended of Christ Jesus” (Philippians 3:12). 
But blessed are all Christians! As Christ in our Gospel restored the deafmute 
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not only in part but completely, so He will also restore in the 
world to come the image of God to which they were 
... of a world and originally created in all who truly believe in Him. Yes, 


animage more beau- there by His grace the redeemed will shine more 
tiful than the one gloriously than they would have had they not fallen. 
ruined by sin. They will see and experience that through His 


redemption Christ has built again a world more beau- 
tiful than the one ruined by sin. Therefore, if we read of the first creation, “And 
God saw everything that He had made, and, behold, it was very good,” at the 
sight of the second creation all the redeemed will cry out so much more, “The 
Lord hath done all things welll” (Mark 7:37). 


EDITOR'S NOTE: The author of this sermon, Dr. C.F.W. Walther, was bornin 
1811 in Germany at atime when rationalism held sway in the Lutheran State 
churches as well as the universities. He studied theology at the University of 
Leipzig and was ordained to the ministry in 1837. His firm biblical stand met 
with such opposition and persecution by both his congregation and the church 
hierarchy that he resigned his pastorate and came to Missouri with a group of 
German emigrants. He was the first president of the Lutheran Church, Mis- 
souri Synod, and took a leading part in endeavors eventually leading to the 
founding of Concordia Publishing House. He served as professor of theology at 
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, until his death in 1887. 

There is no doubt but that Dr. Walther’s strong biblical stand lies at the 
foundation of the strong creationist official position of the Lutheran Church, 
Missouri Synod, today. 





“My Lord and my God” 
(John 20:28) 
(anonymous drawing) 
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Box Theology 
Rousas John Rushdoony 


The Christian Church is busily departing from the doctrine of God's sover- 
eignty and His necessary catholic (universal) jurisdiction. Christianity is 
increasingly limited to a “spiritual” realm (of which it now concedes vast areas 
to psychology and psychiatry), and the rest of the world is granted to the state. 

The result is box theology. To understand what box theology is, let us 
compare the universe to the Empire State Building, a great, modern, sky- 
scraper office building. In box theology, the church claims one small office 
among hundreds for Christianity. All the rest of the building is given over to the 
jurisdiction of the state and the sciences. One area after another is deemed 
non-religious and is surrendered. This is done despite the fact that God is the 
Creator and Lord of the whole universe and therefore has total and absolute 
jurisdiction over all things. God's law-word, jurisdiction, and authority must 
govern all things. “All things were made by him; and without him was not any 
thing made that was made” (John 1:3). 

Box theology is implicit polytheism. It says in effect that there is one God 
over the church, but other gods over every other realm, or else, that all realms 
other than the church are neutral realms. These “neutral” realms are not 
under the mandate of Scripture but are free to follow the dictates of natural 
(fallen) reason wherever it leads them. 

This idea of neutrality is, of course, a myth. If the God of Scripture is the true 
and living God, there can be no realm of neutral facts and neutral jurisdiction. 
All things are under God's sovereignty and law, and nothing can exist apart 
from Him, nor can any law be valid other than His law. To claim neutrality for 
any realm is to deny that God created it, and to posit neutrality is to cease to be 
a Christian. 

To acknowledge Jesus Christ as Lord is to bring ourselves, our every 
thought, every action and word, all spheres of life, and all institutions, under 

His jurisdiction and law-word. Box theologies and philosophies are finally 
allotted a narrow box by God: it’s name is Hell. The glorious liberty of the sons 
of God is to be a new creation in and through Jesus Christ, to work for the 
fulness of that new creation, and to dwell therein eternally in the great 
consummation by Him who makes all things new. 


EDITOR‘S NOTE: The foregoing comments are excerpted fram Chalcedon 
Position Paper No. 39, published by Chalcedon, P.O. Box 158, Vallecito, CA 
95251. 


CSSH Quarterly 
Vol. VI, No. 1 (Fall 1983) 
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Creation and Human Language: 
Dennis Farrell 


There is widespread evidence to substantiate the contention that language 
is a designed or created communicative faculty, with accompanying complex- 
ity. A designed communicative faculty in the biblical creation sense would be 
expected to “demonstrate a remarkable combination of extremely efficient 
and economical organization on the one hand, and incredible potential for 
functional flexibility on the other.’ 

Linguists uphold the design model, probably a natural inference based on 
existing evidence. Chomsky, a well-known linguist and an evolutionist, says 
that we are “specifically designed” to learn language.? Wilson, a creationist, 
calls speech both “species specific and species universal’ to human beings.3 
Linguists use these quotes to describe a “mechanism” that is unseen, but 
their inferences are based on the observable. Hockett has identified unique 
“design features” of human language.’ Designed capability seems necessary 
to produce these variations, because communication of thought and meaning 
via symbols is so intricate. 

If language is designed, it seems reasonable to propose that a natural 
linguistic complexity would result. The alternative would be an evolutionary 
development of simple animal sounds to complex human language. Chomsky 
claims that human language complexity is “remarkable."> The child's acquisi- 
tion of language abilities and our overall use of language support a designed 
complexity. Even primitive tribes speak complex languages which in most 
cases are more grammatically complicated than civilized languages.® Thus the 
evidence of language complexity in human beings supports the language 
design model. 


SIMILARITIES AMONG ALL HUMAN LANGUAGES 

There are universal similarities in human language reflecting the design 
features in operation. The evolutionist Einar Haugen calls language “the 
universal gift of tongues” and “the gift of language.” Notice the word “gift” 
used by an evolutionist. Wilson states that language is innate because all 
languages are “similarly designed’ and fall within an “extremely narrow 
range of structural possibilities . . "8 Design, a word continually used in the 
literature by the linguists, is implied in the word “innate.” 

The following universal similarities explain Wilson's aforementioned nar- 
rowrange of structure: all languages contain vowels; vowels always separate 
consonants; every language has “‘substitutionary” (pronouns) and “function” 
(in, or) words; all languages “borrow” from others and show a lack of distinc- 
tion; nouns and verbs are universal. Structural similarity supports an underly- 
ing design original to all languages. The alternative hypothesis is that lan- 


* This article is a condensed and simplified version of a two-part article which 
appeared in the CSSH Quarterly Vol. 1, Nos. 2 & 3 (Winter 1978, Spring 1979). 
Dennis Farrell receives his mail at Luzerne County Community College, Nanti- 
coke, PA 18634. 
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guages somehow (accidentally) became similar for some communicative 
reason. The design model seems to be more credible. 

Most intriguing from the biblical creation viewpoint is the concept of univer- 
sal grammar (UG). Linguists in the 17th and 18th centuries searched for rules 
in language that would show the universality of human thought.'° Both 
Boethius of Dacia and Thomas of Erfurt considered all languages basically 
similar. They claimed that ‘’. . . all languages reflected certain immutable 
categories of the human mind and the world. . .“"'' Chomsky is the leading 
contemporary spokesman of the UG. He says that the mind contains “an 
autonomous system of formal grammar, determined in principle by the lan- 
guage faculty and its component UG.""!2 

Exactly what is the UG, and how does it illustrate complexity? UG is a 
“system of principles” or “properties of human language” necessary for the 
acquisition of language. Although an evolutionist, Chomsky presents a viable 
argument for design in his discussion of the UG emphasizing that these 
principles are not acquired by learning. The correct use of grammar rules 
when speaking is so complex that it seems to presuppose design. 

Despite the present language diversity, there is historical evidence pointing 
to acommon source of all languages. This evidence would not only bolster the 
design model, but also explain the universal similarities. This common “ances- 
try” was probably an original language, because languages, by comparison, 
contain similarities that go beyond accident, tradition, or “linguistic univer- 
sals.’"'3 If there was an original language, it is reasonable to infer an original 
design for mankind to utilize this language “‘gift;’" however, later something 
occurred (i.e. Babel) to cause the present diversity of languages. 


NAMING POINTS TO CREATION 

One of the most complicated language capabilities, and therefore strong 
evidence for design, is the process of naming, another example of Chomsky’s 
expert analysis of human language. The ability to form concepts underlies the 
naming process. Chomsky suggests an “internal structure” for conceptualiza- 
tion to occur. Our perception of reality leads to formulation of a concept, and 
subsequently to a category from which a name (symbol) appears.'* The 
process of naming is indeed complex, and the language design model would 
account for the seemingly simple task of assigning a word to an object. 


RAPID LANGUAGE ACQUISITION 

One of the most remarkable feats of the human being is the acquisition of 
language. A child can accomplish this complex task at an early age. This is 
good evidence for a designed capability, because children all over the world 
learn language in the same way. In fact, there are “striking uniformities” in 
other cultures that follow grammatical principles.’ Even deaf, blind and 
mentally impaired children can learn language.'® These facts lead to an 
inference of “innate tendencies,"'? which indicates design. 

Although we speak of language as learned, it is really acquired as some- 
thing “natural,” reducing the necessity of rewards.'® It is learned in the sense 
that the child learns the language of his nationality, with its peculiarities. The 
ability to speak requires no formal or systematic training. The child simply 
needs interaction with the environment (people) to release language's “inher- 
ent capacity.""19 
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Another indication of the design feature in language acquisition is the 
child's rapid progress. In the first four years comprehensibility increases from 
26 to 99.6%. The child adds fifty new words per month between the ages of 
three and five resulting in a large vocabulary, while increasing parts of speech 
and grammatical complexity. Children utilize all parts of speech in adult 
sentence forms. Sentence length increases from four words at age two to 
eight words at age four. Articulation increases from 32% at age two to 100% at 
age eight. Biehler says these facts have eluded explanation so far.2° “Eluded” 
is right, because they suggest created intelligent design. Rapidity supports the 
design model. 


NO TRANSITIONAL FORMS 

Both the evidence and expert opinion point to a design model for language 
and may cause problems for the evolution model. Morris recognizes a missing 
link between animal ‘‘chatterings’” and human speech.?' Lenneberg states 
that “phylogenetic proximity to humans is missing,” even in primates, a fact 
ignored by evolutionists.?2 There is a gap because language communicationis 
specific to man. 

If language was a product of evolution, simpler languages must exist or 
have existed. Chomsky is quite specific in maintaining that there was no 
simpler language in the evolutionary past because grammar is not built up 
from “simpler elements,’23 A deficiency of “simpler elements” is certainly a 
gap and fits the design model. Morris quotes Simpson, an evolutionist, who 
states that the oldest language is “’. . . modern, sophisticated, complete from 
an evolutionary point of view.'’24 It is strange that there is no evidence that a 
primitive language existed anywhere in man’s past. 


HUMAN LANGUAGE IN BIBLICAL PERSPECTIVE 

How can we explain the universal language phenomena that favors the 
design rather than the evolutionary model? The Bible not only speaks of 
language as designed, but presents it as one of the basic realities and attrib- 
utes of God (John 1:1). Man and woman were created with the gift of 
language. The famous creation scientist Henry Morris acknowledges lan- 
guage design and states that this “entity” could only be a “miracle of crea- 
tion,”25 for the purpose of communication by God to man and man to man.?6 
God created man in His own image with speech as a notable part thereof. 

The Bible cites the complexity of communication ability. Language includes 
not only speaking but also writing and reading. These conventional abilities 
were part of God's design because of His plan to communicate to man through 
the written as well as the spoken word. Genesis 5:1 is an example of this 
implication because books must be written to be read. 2 Tim. 3:16 reveals how 
God inspired man to write “for doctrine, reproof, correction, instruction in 
righteousness.” Rev. 1:3 blesses those who read and heed the written word. 
John is told to “write” what he has seen (Rev. 1:19). 

Adam is that biblical example that illustrates naming. God brought the 
animals to him “to see what he would call (name) them.” God apparently 
accepted and respected Adam’s ability because whatever the name Adam 
gave each kind of animal, “. . . that was the name thereof” (Gen. 2:19). 

The universality of language design is biblically well documented. The Bible 
also furnishes the reason for diversity rather than speculation about scattering 
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and learning. Genesis 11 teaches that mankind once spoke one common 
language, just as the experts have detected. The confusion at Babel in Genesis 
11 explains the global language diversity and simultaneously resolves the 
universal similarities within this diversity. The biblical record fits the evidence 
very well. 


REFERENCES 
1 Paul D. Ackerman, “Considerations Regarding a Model for Experimental 
Psychology,” Acts and Facts, Impact Series no. 50, 6, no. 8 (August 1977), 
ii. 
Noam Chomsky, Reflections On Language (New York: Pantheon Books, 
1975), p. 4. 
Clifford Wilson, “Some Aspects of Human Communication Compared and 
Contrasted with Animal Communication,”’ Unpublished Personal Notes, p. 
9. All of Dr. Wilson’s articles were obtained through personal corre- 
spondence. 
Clifford Wilson, “The Silent Ape,’ Extracts from forthcoming publication, 
pp. 2-3. 
Chomsky, p. 4. 
Henry Morris, Scientific Creationism (San Diego: Creation Life Publishers, 
1974), pp. 184-85. 
Einar Haugen, “The Curse of Babel,” Daedalus, 102, (Summer 1973), 48. 
8 Wilson, “Compiled Notes,’ Unpublished Personal Notes, 1975, p.8. 
Ibid, pp. 23-24. 
10 Morton Bloomfield, “The Study of Language,” Daeda/us, 102 (Summer 
1973)59% 
Ibid, p.7. 
Chomsky, p. 43. 
Calvert Watkins, “Language and Its History,” Daeda/us, 102, (Summer 
1973), 99. 
Chomsky, p. 44. 
Robert Biehler, Child Development: An Introduction, (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin Co., 1976), p. 314. 
Wilson, ‘Compiled Notes,” p.2. 
Biehler, p. 434. 
18 Wilson, “Attempts To Teach Language To Apes,” p. 7. 
Clifford Wilson, “Language: Is It Acquired or Learned? A Study Based on 
the Wilson Language Abilities Guide,” Unpublished Personal Notes, p. 1. 
Biehler, p. 435. 
Henry Morris, The Genesis Record: A Scientific & Devotional Commentary 
on the Book of Beginnings (San Diego: Creation Life Publishers, 1976), p. 
267. 
Wilson, “Some Aspects of Human Communication Compared and Con- 
trasted with Animal Communication,” p. 10, citing Eric Lenneberg, in A. 
Sebeck, Animal Communication (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 
1973), p. 596. 
Chomsky, pp. 43-44, 
Morris, Scientific Creationism, p. 185, citing George Gaylord Simpson, 
“The Biological Nature of Man,” Science, 152 (April 22, 1966), 476. 
Morris, The Genesis Record, p. 277. 
Ibid, p. 74. 


n 


w 


2 


x 


rs} 


a 


ae 


:) 


2 
2 


=o 


2. 


S 


2 
2 


a 0 


2! 
2 


a a 


28 


Clip and mail to: CREATION SOCIAL SCIENCE 
AND HUMANITIES SOCIETY 
1429 N. Holyoke 
Wichita, Kansas 67208 


O Enclosed is my payment of $10* for Sustaining Membership dues. | sub- 
scribe to the Creation Social Science and Humanities Society's Statement 
of Belief: 

1. The Bible is the written Word of God. It is inspired and inerrant throughout. 
Its assertions are historically and scientifically true in all the original auto- 
graphs. To the student of the social sciences and humanities this means 
that the account of origins in Genesis is a factual presentation of simple 
historical truths. 

2. Allbasic types of living things, including man, were made by direct creative 
acts of God during the Creation Week described in Genesis. Whatever 
biological changes have occurred since Creation Week have accomplished 
only changes within the original created kinds. 

3. The great Flood described in Genesis, commonly referred to as the Noa- 
chian Flood, was an historic event worldwide in its extent and effect. 

4. We are an organization of Christian men and women who accept Jesus 
Christ as our Lord and Saviour. The account of the special creation of Adam 
and Eve as one man and woman in the image of God and their subsequent 
fall into sin is the basis for our belief in the necessity of a Saviour for all 
mankind. Therefore, salvation can come only through accepting Jesus 
Christ as our Saviour. 


Date: 





Signature: 





Address: 





State ____ ZIP 





City: 
*($13 U.S. if you reside outside the USA). 


O Enclosed is non-member subscription fee of $14 (foreign, $15 U.S.) for one 
year’s subscription to the CSSH Quarterly (to run through September 


1984). 
Mail to: 


Name 
Address _——————————— 
City 


State CO ——————————— 





29 


Copyright 1983 by Creation Social Science and Humanities Society, Inc. All rights reserved, 


Vol. VI___No..37 Fall 1983 
ED IMO RUA esr rccre Oe sc coiituatere saci se coreienn tac Sere page 1 
LETTERS AND COMMENTS...................cceseecceseeeees page 2 
ANNOUNCEMENTS ................ 0c scececcececeeeseeeeeneeses page 4 


NOTICE TO CSSHS MEMBERS AND SUBSCRIBERS 
Microfiche of Vol. V of CSSHO Now Available 
Sample Copies of CSSH Quarterly 

CSSHS Scholarship Money 


IN DEFENSE OF BIBLICAL INERRANCY .................... page 5 
Paul D, Ackerman 

DOES MAN HAVE “NATURAL RIGHTS?” ................ page 10 
Ellen Myers 

BIBLICAL CREATION AND OCCULTISM .................. page 14_— 
Gary North 

BOOK REVIEWS 

Constance E. Cumbey: The Hidden Dangers of the Rainbow ...............-- page 16 
Denis Saurat: Literature and Occult Tradition .............ceseccccceeececs page 17 
POETRY: CORRUPTION ...................cccc cece ee eeeeenes Page 20 
Carla Vale 

THE RESTORATION OF THE DIVINE IMAGE 

MM ROWGHIGHRIST nc... ss ceeccs ee eee Page 21 
Dr. C.F.W. Walther (1811-1877) 

BOX@IIE OO GY erent ner ne ee ree page 24 
Rousas John Rushdoony 

CREATION AND HUMAN LANGUAGE ................-.-+ page 25 
(A CSSHQ Laymen’s Reprint) 

Dennis Farrell 





Creation Social Science 

& Humanities Society 

1429 N. Holyoke (316) 683-3610 

Wichita, Kansas 67208 Wichita, Kansas 
Permit No. 929 





MOQ ASSN FOR CREATION 
| 2111 PRINCETON PLACE 
ST LOUIS MG S3117 


